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©ear George? 

Our agent#* analysis of tha cited art seems to Iso very much to the 
point* Two items ire not Sprier art* because they do mt predate us» a 
third dost not deal with wrappers* hot with encapsulated flavors. The 
fourth* British Spec, 94$,142, described the us* of polysaccharides as 
partial c oatings fa? seeking product wrappers* and In no way suggest* 
tfiat sucS Katerfols could constitute the wrapper unsupported. 

As to Glafe 1 (if it is identical to that of the tt. S, Application)* 
it does not read on tobacco leaf? first, because the tern *ft1«* seems 
Inappropriate^ second, and more importantly* because m single poly** 
saccharide constitutes more than shout 10 or H percent of loaf (cellulose 
and pectin each makes up about that fraction), so that there is no *ma1n 
ingredient.** 

You may bo able to provide what Is mentioned In the agents* para¬ 
graph 4, As to whether to cancel Claims 9 and 10* we must leave that to 
your discretion. It would not seem to be a great loss* 

Very truly yours. 


S, Esler Inskeep 
Assistant Patent Officer 
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Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/sxyjOOOO 
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